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PER CURI AM

Leonard Carter appeals froma district court order di sm ssing
W thout prejudice his conplaint alleging civil rights violations
under 42 U S.C A 8§ 1983 (West Supp. 1999). The court dism ssed
Carter’s conplaint because he failed to pay his filing fee as
directed or otherw se aver that he could not pay such a fee. Be-
cause Carter may proceed with this action in the district court by
amendi ng his conplaint to provide the information requested by the
court, his appeal is interlocutory and not subject to appellate

review. See Domi no Sugar Corp. Vv. Sugar Workers Local Union 392,

10 F. 3d 1064, 1066-67 (4th Cir. 1993). Accordingly, we dismss the
appeal for lack of jurisdiction. W deny Carter’s notions to ap-
poi nt counsel, to produce docunents, to proceed in forma pauperis,
for summary judgnment, and “for trial by jury.” W dispense with
oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-
ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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